
CONSULTATION 

AND 


COOR DINAT10N 

PREPARATION 
The South Dakota RMP was prepared by spe- 
cialists from the Miles City District Office, 
South Dakota Resource Area, Big Dry Resource 
Area and Powder River Resource Area with 
assistance and guidance from the BLM, Mon- 
tana State Office. Disciplines and skills used to 
develop this RMP were: vegetation and range- 
land use, geology, hydrology, recreation, soils, 
cultural resources, lands, paleontology, eco-
nomics, wildlife, fisheries, animal science, for- 
estry, community planning, graphics, editing, 
printing, public affairsand typing. Preparation 
of this RMP began in 1982 with announcement 
in the Federal Register, Volume 47, No. 108, 
June 4,1982. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
A letter and brochure explaining our planning 
process and citing the counties and acreage of 
public lands involved in the RMP planning were 
mailed to about 2,000 addressees on June 18, 
1982. The letter included a response card for 
return of comments and for a n  expression of and 
desire to remain on the mailing list for further 
RMP information. 
An open house to invite public comment on the 
scope of the RMP was held on July 12,1982, a t  
the South Dakota Resource Area Office in Belle 
Fourche, South Dakota. Announcement of that 
meeting was made in newspapers and in the 
above-mentioned letter. 
A call for coal resource information was made in 
the Federal Register, Volume 47, No. 166, 
August 26,1982 and in letters to about 25 firms 
and individuals known to be interested in min- 
eral resources. 
An update brochure was sent to 765 addressees 
on May 24, 1983, summarizing the results of 
scoping and indicating our emphasis would be 
focused on classification of the public lands for 
adjustment and on vegetation management for 
livestock, wildlife'and watershed protection. 



The Draft RMP was filed with the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency on April 26, 
1985.The notice of availability was pub- 
lished on April 24, 1985 in the Federal 
Register. This notice announced a 90-day
comment period commencing on April 26 
and ending on July 26,1985. 
The Draft RMP was mailed to about 460 
addresses on our mailing list and to 439 
grazing permittees. News releases pro- 
vided information on how to obtain copies 
of the Draft. No public hearings were 
requested. A public meeting was held May
22,1985in Belle Fourche, South Dakota. A 
total of 16 comment letters and the 
responses are provided in this chapter. 
As required by Section 7 of .the Endan- 
gered Species Act (P.L. 93-205),the BLM 
consulted with the U.S.D.I. Fish and Wild- 
life Service (FWS). The BLM submitted to 
the FWS a biological assessment for threa- 
tened and endangered species. The FWS 
concurred with BLM’s conclusions as 
noted in comment letters No. 3and 7 in this 
chapter. 
Official consultation with the Governor of 
South Dakota was accomplished follow- 
ing the public comment period. After the 
review of the public comments and the 
Draft RMP,the Governor provided com- 
ments from the State of South Dakota. 

AGENCIES AND 
ORGANIZATIONS 
CONSULTED 
The South Dakota RMP team consulted and/or 
received comments from and sent copies to 
the following organizations and agencies dur- 
ing the preparation of the draft and final doc-
ument: 
American Agriculture Movement 
American Institute of Mining Engineers 
American Mining Congress 
ARC0 
Audubon Society 
Black Hills Alliance 
Black Hills, Badlands and Lakes Association 
Black Hills Council of Local Government 
Black Hills 4-Wheelers 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Center of the Nation Sportsmens Club 
Deadwood Chamber of Commerce 
Hills and Plains Sportsmens Club 
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Homestake Mining Company 
Independent Stockgrowers Association 
Izaak Walton League
Lead Chamber of Commerce 
National Wildlife Federation 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
Public Lands Council 
Public Lands Grazing Council 
Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association 
Sierra Club 
South Dakota Association of Countv Officials 
South Dakota Association of Telepgone 

Cooperatives
South Dakota Association of Realtors 
South Dakota Chamber of Commerce 
South Dakota Land Users 
South Dakota Livestock Association 
South Dakota Beef Industry Council 
South Dakota County Agents Association 
South Dakota Farmers Union 
South Dakota Goose Association 
South Dakota Independent Oilmens 

Association 
South Dakota National Farmers Organization 
South Dakota Petroleum Association 
South Dakota Rural Electric Association 
South Dakota Society for Range Management 
South Dakota Sheepgrowers Association 
South Dakota State Association of 

Conservation Districts 
South Dakota Stockgrowers Association 
South Dakota Wildlife Federation 
South Dakota Woolgrowers 
Sturgis Chamber of Commerce 
The Wilderness Society 
Western South Dakota Sheepgrowers 
Wildlife Society of South Dakota 

Local, State and National 
Government Elected Officials 
U.S. Senator James Abdnor 
Congressman Tom Daschle 
US.Senator Larry Pressler 

Mayors of: 
Faith 
Fort Pierre 
Sturgis 

South Dakota State Senators of the 
Thirteen Counties, Including: 
Leonard Andera 
John Brown 
James Dunn 



Carl Ham 
Doris Miner 
Lyndell Peterson 
Bruce Walker 
Dick Waddell 

South Dakota State 
Representatives of the Thirteen 
Counties, Including: 
George Blair 
John Brown 
Eugene Christensen 
Bernard Christenson 
James Emery 
Larry Gabriel 
James Hood 
Kay Jorgenson 
Harvey Krautschun 
Gust Kundert 
N F Lyon
Richard Hagen 
Walter Miller 
John Manke 
G F Mortimer 
Gordon Pederson 
Roger Porch 
Joel Rickenbach 
Della Wishard 

State Officials of 
Governor William J. Janklow 
Department of Agriculture 
Archaeological Research Center 
A-95 Coordinator 
Department of Commerce 
Department of Economic and Tourism 

Development
Bureau of Planning 
Office of Energy Policy 
Department of Health 
State Extension Services 
Forestry Division 
Geological Survey 
Department of Game, Fish and Parks 
Department of Education a n  Cultural Affairs 
Department of Labor 
Department of School and Public Lands 
Department of Revenue 
Department of Public Safety 
Department of Social Services 
Department of Transportation 
Department of Military and Veteran Affairs 
Department of Water and Natural Resources 
South Dakota School of Mines 
University of South Dakota 

Local Government 
County Commissioners of 
Brule 
Butte 
Custer 
Fall River 
Haakon 
Harding
Jackson 
Lawrence 
Lyman 
Meade 
Pennington
Perkins 
Stanley 

Planning Boards 
District I 
District V 
Custer County 
Lawrence County 
Pennington County 
Lead 
Rapid City 
Spearfish 

Wyoming 
Planning Coordinator-Governor’s Office 
Game and Fish Department 
Department of Agriculture 
Department of Economic Planning and 

Development
Crook County 

Indian Tribes 
Cheyenne River 
Crow Creek 
Lower Brule 
Oglala Sioux 
Pine Ridge Sioux 
Standing Rock Sioux (North Dakota) 
United Sioux Tribes 

Federal Agencies 
Branch of Onshore Minerals Records-Casper, 

Wyoming
Newcastle (Wyoming) Resource Area, Bureau of 

Land Management 
U.S. Air Force 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Soil Conservation Service 
Black Hills National Forest 
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Custer Nat ional  Forest for their views on  the South Dakota  public land
Nebraska National  Forest p lanning  and resources.
Black Hills Area RC 8z D 
Office of Mineral Data Analvsis-Bureau of" 

Mines 
Fish and Wildlife Service ANALYSIS AND REVIEW 
Jewel  Cave National  Monument  OF PUBLIC AND AGENCY 
Mount  Rushmore Nat ional  Memorial COMMENTSWind Cave National  Park 
Federal Highway Administration A total of 17 individuals, private organiza- U.S. Geological Survey tions, and federal and state agencies sub- National  Park Service 
Badlands National  Park mitted comments on the recommendations 
Office of Surface Mining and analysis contained in the Draft RMP. 
Environmental Protection Agency All the comments were in written form. 

Table 5-1 lists the contributors. 
Individuals 
Individual BLM and NFS livestock graz ing  
operators and m a n y  individuals were contacted 

TABLE 5-1 
LIST OF COMMENTORS 

Assigned
Index No. FEDERAL AGENCIES 

2 Department of the Air Force, Air Force Regional Civil Engineer Central Region, Dallas, TX 
5 Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, Rapid City, SD 
6 Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Nebraska National Forest, Chadron, NE 
3 Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Endangered Species, Pierre, SD 
7 Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Endangered Species, Pierre, SD 
10 Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, South Dakota Field Office, Pierre, SD 
15 Department of the Interior, Geological Survey, Reston, VA 
9 Department of the Interior, Office of Surface Mining, Denver, CO 
12 Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Rocky Mountain Regional Office, 

Denver, CO 
11 Environmental Protection Agency, Region VIII, Denver, CO 

STATE AGENCIES 

1 South Dakota, University of South Dakota, Department of Cultural Affairs, Historic 
Preservation Center, State Historic Preservation Officer, Vermillion, SD 

17 State of South Dakota, Office of the Governor, Pierre, SD 

ORGANIZATIONS 

13 ARC0 Exploration Company, Denver, CO 
14 Homestake Mining Company, Golden, CO 
16 Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association, Inc., Denver, CO 
8 Wildlife Society, South Dakota Chapter, Rapid City, SD 

INDIVIDUALS 

4 Terry Z. Riley, Spearfish, SD 
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CENTER 
University of South Dakota 

C h r i s  Roholt 
P r o j e c t  Manaecr 
t l l l e s  C i t y  U i s t r i c t  o f f i c c  
Rorenu of Land Elanagernent 
P.O. Box 940 
t l i l e s  C i t y ,  IIT 59301 

T e c h n i c a l  Assistance - NEPAlNIlPA C o o r d i n a t i o n  
- H50422001 - Rcsourcc ilandgcment P l a n  ( D r a f t )  P r o j e c t :  
Locat ion:  South Dakota Resource Area,  HLI.1 

Dear >tr. Ronolt: 

A review has  hven completed of the d r a f t  p l a n ,  d a t e d  A p r i l ,  1985. The S t a t e  
H i s t o r i c a l  P r e s e r v a t i o n  Center  o f f e r s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  e v a l u a t i o n  as a p a r t  of t h e  
coord ina t ion  hr tucen tlie V a t i o n a l  Environmental  P o l i c y  Act and t h e  Nat ional  
H i s t o r i c  P r e s e r v a t i o n  Act: 

1. The a l t e r n a t i v e s  arc s u c c i n c t l y  and e f f e c t i v e l y  p r e s e n t e d ,  
acconpanied by i n f o r m a t i v e  t a b l e s ,  c h a r t s ,  photographs,  and drawings. 

2 .  c u l t u r a l  resources are  addressed i n  summary i n  Chapters  2 ( t h e  
program). 3 (known resources) and 4 (consequences w i t h  improved range 
c o n d i t i o n s ) .  Page 23  is a char1 t h a t  summarizes cumulat ive impacts on 1-1 As explained under Management Guidance Common to All Alternatives a l l  resources, s t a t i n g  t h a t  " t h e  impacts  on t h e  c u l t u r a l  resource would it is BLM policy to consider the effects of proposed BLM actions on bi, i n s i g n i f i c a n t ' '  f a r  any a l t e r n a t i v e .  cultural resources a s  a part of project level planning. Policy measures to 

protect significant cultural resources include intensive inventory to iden-
3. The Center  does not  agree w i t h  an i n c l u s i v e  s t a t e m e n t  such a s  t h e  tify significant cultural resources before ground disturbing actions are 

(dbove. F u r t h e r ,  t h e  plan s t a t e s  on Page 53 t h a t  gronnd cover and e r o s i o n  authorized and before lands are transferred from public ownership. 
1 - 2 l a r e  r e l a t e d  t o  range c o n d i t i o n s  which would b e n e f i t  c u l t u r a l  resources. Adverse impacts to significant sites are then avoided or mitigated by 

lloofed animals  can a d v e r s e l y  impact co l tur . i l  ~ P S O I I ~ C C S .I n c r e a s e d  c a t t l e  recovering scientific or historic data. 
a c c e s s  t o  a p r e h i s t o r i c  v i l l a g e .  s t a g e  c o a c h i f r e i g h t  s t a t i o n .  m i l i t a r y  
f a c i l i t y ,  abnndoned ranch s t r u c t u r e s  nnd c e r t a i n  o t h e r  k i n d s  of s i t e s  can Even with all of these precautions, standard inventory practice may not 
result i n  f u r t h e r  d i s r u p t i o n  and d i s t u r b a n c e  t o  f r a g i l e  resources. Changes identify prehistoric sites which are buried and have no surface manifesta- 

tion. It is therefore remotely possible that an  undiscovered cultural i n  d r a i n r g e  p a t t e r n s ,  p a t h s ,  BCCBSS t o  w a t e r ,  e r o s i o n  c o n d i t i o n s  ,and o t h e r  resource may be damaged or destroyed by a BLM action. However, taking 
consequences of i n t e n s i v e  c a t t l e  USP can r e s u l t  i n  a d v e r s e  impacts  t o  c u l t u r a l  into account slight benefits to cultural resources from improved range 
resources. condition and a low probability for inadvertent adverse effects from BLM 

actions, the cumulative impacts on cultural resources are judged 
4. Since v e r y  l i t t l e  of t h e  RLY admin i s t r a t ed  land i n  South Ilakota has insignificant.

been surveyed f o r  c u l t u r a l  resources, i t  is i m p o s s i b l e  t o  know i f  t h e  impacts1-31of grazing and v a r i e d  p a t t e r n s  of land use would be i n s i g n i f i c a n t .  The sic- 1-2 While increased livestock use of areas containing cultural resources may 
n i f i e a n c e  o f  impacts  can only be determined i f  t h e  c u l t u r a l  resources are adversely impact significant sites, BLM proposes under the RMP to 
known. improve range condition and livestock distribution. The proposals for 

vegetation apportionment under each alternative should reduce livestock 
damage to cultural resources. 

1-3 See replies 1-1and 1-2.While impacts to specific cultural resources are not 
The Office of Cultuial Preservation of the Department of Education and Cultural Affairs coord~natesSouth Dakota's yet known, the nature of anticipated impacts are understood in the con- 
archaeologicai research. museums, hisloricai preservation and historical resource in a program designed to preserve text of the types of BLM actions planned, existing policies for the treat- 
our natural and ~u l l u ia iheritage ment of cultural resources, and the nature of cultural resources likely to 

exist in this part of the Northwestern Plains. 



1-4 The summary of environmental consequences to cultural resources was 
changed in response to this comment. It now clarities the judgment that 
cumulative impacts are insignificant (see responses 1-1 and 1-2). 

1-5 As the FEIS,"As time and funds permit, the BLM will continue to conduct 
inventories under the Cultural Resource Program to find and document 
cultural properties which qualify for the National Register." 

psn J. R .  F i shburne  
S t a t e  Historic P r e s e r v a t i o n  O f f i c e r  



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
A I R  FORCE REOjONAL C l V l L  ENGINEER CENTRAL REGION 

I I 1 1  COMwCPCF. SI '1EEl  
OIL.1.AS 1 F \ 1 S  7 5 2 4 2  

8 MAY 1984 

Mr.  Chr is  Roholt, P r o j e c t  Manager 
M i l e s  C i t y  D i s t r i c t  O f f i c e ,  BLM 
P.O. Box 940 
M i l e s  C i t y ,  MT 57301 

Dear Mr. Roholt:  

Thank you for  a l lowing us the oppor tun i ty  t o  rev iew the Draf t  Resource 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement f o r  the South Dakota Resource 
area. 

We cont inue t o  express our  support of the BLM i n  developing funct ional  manage-
ment plans f o r  lands under i t s  c o n t r o l .  The A i r  Force concern f o r  these manage- 
ment issues conta ins the need t o  r e t a i n  use o f  e x i s t i n g  and the establ ishment of 
f u t u r e  m i l i t a r y  f l i g h t  t r a i n i n g  areas and routes which may t raverse these areas. 

C u r r e n t l y  several A i r  Force a i r  operat ions i n c l u d i n g  instrument f l i g h t  t r a i n i n g  
routes t raverse a p o r t i o n  o f  the study area. Although f l i g h t  t r a i n i n g  areas, 
routes, and airspace requirements of t h e  m i l i t a r y  are subject  t o  change and do 
change f requent ly ,  i t  i s  n o t  a n t i c i p a t e d  t h a t  new routes w i l l  be establ ished i n  
the immediate fu ture.  

Mission requirements, f u e l  costs  and environmental c o n s t r a i n t s  determine the 
dec is ion t o  l o c a t e  m i l i t a r y  t r a i n i n g  a c t i v i t i e s .  Because of general a v i a t i o n  

I
and populat ion pressures, low l e v e l  h igh speed f l i g h t s  are re legated t o  areas 

2-1 you g ive f u l l  cons iderat ion 
which are l e a s t  access ib le  and sparse ly  inhabi ted.  

t o  how p lanning and management dec is ions made by 
Therefore, we request t h a t  2-1 Your c o m m e n t  h a s  b e e n  considered but t h e r e  was n o  r e s p o n s e  or c h a n g e  

your agency may adversely a f f e c t  o r  r e s t r i c t  use o f  low a l t i t u d e  airspace by the in t h e  d o c u m e n t  requi red.  
m i l i t a r y .  The A i r  Force p o s i t i o n  on t h i s  mat ter  i s  based on the h igh t r a i n i n g  
and readiness values rendered by use o f  t h i s  low a l t i t u d e  airspace. 

We are hooeful t h i s  in format ion i s  u s e f u l  i n  your Dlannina. Ifa d d i t i o n a l  
in format ibn i s  needed, our  s t a f f  p o i n t  o f  contact  ?s M r .  iaynond Bruntmyer, 
(214) 767-2514, o r  FTS 729-2514. 

Sincerely, 

Cy t o :  HQ USAF/LEEV 



._ _  ... . .- -
PIEHHE. SOUTH DAKOTA 

May 24, 1985 

-
Mr. Billy Mcllvain 
Area Manager 
South Dakota Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
310 Roundup Street 
Belle Fourche, South Dakota 57717 

j .  . .- -
Dear Mr. McIivain: 

T h i s  i s  in response to your request for comments on the draft Resource 
Management Plan, South Dakota Rssource Area, dated April 1985. 

We concur with your conclusioo that federally endangered species which 3-1 The document has been changed to reflect this comment. 
may occur in the Resource Area are the black-footed ferret, the whooping 
crane, the bald eagle, the peregrine falcon, and the Eskimo curlew. We 
suggest "southern" be dropped from bald eagle since a distinction i s  no 
longer made between the northern and southern subspecies. The State 3-11endangered and threatened l i s t  also appears to be correct. 

As you may already know, the interior least tern and piping plover have 
been proposed as endangered and threatened species, respectively. I t  is 
possible that one or both species may be officially listed before the 
Management Plan i s  finalized. The least  tern occurs on the Cheyenne 
River primarily below the Highway 34 bridge, on islands i n  Oahe Reservoir, 
and on Missouri River sandbars. The piping plover nests along the 
shoreline of alkaline wetlands, beaches, and islands. 

Sincerely yours. I 

Wallace G .  Jdbman 
w g Endangered Species Project Leader 



TO: Chr i s  Roilolt, P r o j e o t  Manager 
i l i l e a  C i t y  D i s t r i c t  Of f i ce  
Bureau of Land Ilanageuent 
PO Box 940 
iliies C i t y ,  Xontana 59301 

FR0i.l: Terry 2 .  l l i l ey  
926 P ineda le  Drive 
S p e a r f i s h ,  SD 57783 

Dear IMr. Hohoit: 

I aw respondind t o  your  r eques t  for' c o m e n t s  on tile d r a f t  Hesource 1lana;eoirnt 
P l an ,  Soutll Dakota Resource Area. Miles C i t y  D i s t r i c t ,  April 1985. I have read 
tile p i a n  and would l i k e  t o  COUpliLient t h e  p m j e c t  t e a &  t h a t  prepared i t .  I do 
nave s e v e r a l  c o m e n t s  on t h e  plan 

1. In t h e  p l a n  you u ip ly  t h a t  tile range is i n  f a i r ,  good or e x c e l l e n t  
c o n d l t i o n .  It 1s no t  c l e a r  t o  ae t h a t  you have any range poor o r  worse4-1 I c o n d i t i o n .  I Del ieve it is u n r e a l i s t i c  t o  s t a t e  t h a t  t h e r e  110 r anse  4-1 The joint range survey for this projert, using SCS technical guides and 
a d v i n l s t e r e d  oy t h e  BLil i n  South Dakota i n  less tnan Pail, c o n d l t i o n .  I have professional expertise of BLM and SCS personnel. did not identify any 
a d u i n i z t e r e c  rangeland i n  South  Dakota Cor n r d r l y  four y e a r s  now and I do not  
b e l i e v e  all o f  t n e  rangeland on t h e  3Li.l i n  t h i s  s t a t e  is i n  f a i r  c o n d i t i o n  or  
b e t t e r .  

2. O n  page 18, seventii  paragraph,  you say  t h e  a r e a  w i l l  c o n t i n u e  wi th  t h e  f o u r  
ex i s t in ; :  a l l o t u e n t s ,  and t h e  s r a z i n g  s y s t e u s  cou ld  inc lude  r e v t  and d e f e r r e d  
r o t a t i o n ,  de fe r r ed  OL. seasona l  use.  o r  o t h e r  methods. I b e l i e v e  t h i s  s t a t emen t  4-2 The grazing management system discussion is not meant to specify 4-2 Ii u p i i i s  t n e  BLH w i l l  con t inue  t o  use any system a v a i l a b l e ;  however, i t  does  not  
s ay  any th ink  about  a p r e f e r r e d  system. R a a e  u a n a p e l l t  has  o m e  a lon; n a y  i n  which system or method should be applied to each allotment. Selection of 
t h e  l a s t  20 yea r s .  ilany rawes have ueen r e s t o r e d  t o  Zood o r  e x c e l l e n t  a system to resolve resource problems and to meet allotment objectives 
cond i r ion  Lhroubh t h e  use of intenBive Brazing s y s t e m .  I b e l i e v e  t h e  a r e a  will be done by the professional working on the allotment. 
should s t r i v e  t o  iuQleuen t  i n t e s i v e  systems such as r e s t - r o t a t i o n  o r  
d e f e r r e d - r o t a t i o n  on a i l  of t h e i r  rangelands.  J u s t  s ay ing  you will u s e  
any th ing  r e a l i y  doesn ' t  s a y  much f o r  t h e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  r a w e  wanayers i o  t h e  
a r e a .  

3. On p w e  l a ,  second paragraph,  you s a y  tile 1331 i o r e 5  o f  r i p a r i a n  VeGetation 4-3 The document has  been changed to reflect your comments. See Chapter 3,4-3 will be fenced t o  p r o t e c t  i t  frola l i v e s t o c k .  T h i s  I'eally d o e s n ' t  t e l i  tile Soils and Range Sections. There are approximately 1,560acres of riparian 
r e a d e r  how uucn r ' ipar ian vege ta t ion  tirerr is on t h e  a r e a .  I f  t h e  1331 a c r e 8  is habitat on BLM administered land within the Resource Area. Areas 90 p e r c e n t  of t h e  t o t a l  r i p a r i a n  v e g e t a t i o n  on t h e  a r e a ,  t nen  s a y  so.  Tne 
r e a d e r  w i l l  g e t  a nucu o e t t e r  p i c t u r e  o f  how you in t end  t o  u a n q e  t h e  r i p a r i a n  inventoried were limited to perennial and intermittent streams contain- 
v e g e t a t i o n  on t n e  a r e a .  If you a r e n ' t  d o i w  t o  p r o t e c t  i t  a l l ,  how d o  you ing woody vegetation. Woody pockets outside of riparian areas are limited 
in t end  t o  manage t h e  r e s t  of  it. T o t a i  p r o t e c t i o n  of  r i p a r i a n  areas may n o t  be and were not inventoried. Of the approximately 1,560 acres of riparian 

' t h e  u o s t  a p p r o p r i a t e  nanxemen t  op t ion .  Shor t  d u r a t i o n  low i n t e n s i t y  graziw habitat,1331of these acres are being grazed by livestock. The remaining 
a t  n o n - c r i t i c a l  pe r iods  may be uore a p p r o p r i a t e .  acres are ungrazed by livestock. We recognize that fencing all riparian 

areas in a n  effort to exclude livestock may not be the best management 
approach. We will consider short duration grazing during noncritical 
periods, however, the majority of these riparian areas are located on 
summer range and do not lend themselves well to winter grazing. 



4-4 1 4 .  1 o e l i e v e  you need a n u c ~ iilore i n t e n s i v e  v o n i t o r i n g  p l a n .  You need t o  
inswe t h a t  a l l  r e sources  ai- I’espondine t o  planned aianaheaent. 

5. Your d e a l i n g  w i t , !  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  nan-euent is ve ry  s u p e r f i c i a l .  I 
be l i eve  you abnln a r e  sayin;;  L m  DLll i s  do in& t o  do any th ing  t h e y  want ,  and no t  
i d e n t i f y i n ,  w;Iicn s p e c i e s  01, what i l ao i t a t  a a n w e u e n t  p r a c t i c e s  will oe 
inp1e:iented. You nave not  Lade U U C ~r e f e r e n c e  t o  Woody di’aws i n  t h e  plan.  I 

a s s u i n g  you zre l u i g i n i ,  cooriy draws i n  w i th  r i p a r i a n  v e d c t a t i o n .  T i i i s  is 
p e r f e c t l y  accep tab le ,  b u t  it should be made mope c l e a r  i f  tiiaL i s  t h e  case. 

4-4 

4-6 

See the Planning Overview section in Chapter 1 as discussed in the 
response to 10-2and 11-12, a detailed monitoring plan will be developed 
prior to implementation of the proposed alternative. It will provide guid- 
ance for monitoringof resource conditions. 
See response t o  4-3. 

Thank j-ou f o r  allowin;; Lie tiic oppor tun i ty  t o  coiluent on t h i s ,  plan. 

. .  . . . . . .  . .  

C e r t i f i e d  W i l d l i f e  B io log i s t  

M 
Q, 



&JUnited States Soil Federal Bldg., Room 239 
Department 01 Conservallo" 515 9th Street Agriculture ServlC.3 Rapid City, SD 57701 

Billy Mc Ilvain, Area Manager 

South Dakota Resource Area 

Bureau of Land Management 

510 Roundup Street 
Belle Faurche, SD 57717 

Dear Mr. Mc Ilvain: 

I attended the BLM public meeting where the Resource nanagement Plan/ 

Environmental Impact Statement for the South Dakota Resource Area was 

discussed. 


Several questions were asked concerning various alternatives. Under 5-1 Conversion of some native range to tame pasture is a viable method for 5-1 the vegetative apportionment of the preferred alternative and alter- increasing forage production. SCS soil surveys show that production 
native D, an alternative to range improvement is converting 7,372 increases of up to 400-500% are possible with conversion on some soils. 
and 6,725 acres respectively. I question why you would consider Only lands meeting feasibility requirements (soil capability, area size, 
converting native rangeland to tame pasture. Tame pasture needs need, conflict abatement or resolution, benefit/cost comparisons, etc.) I
to be reestablished in order to keep productivity high. Pages 73 would be converted. The figure of 6,725 acres is for a 15 year period. It is 
and 74 also indicate 6,725 acres are to be converted annually to not an  annual figure a s  was stated in the DEIS on page 74. The FEIS has
increase forage. been corrected accordingly. 
Table 2-3 Summary of the Cumulative Impacts under affected resource 
soils show insignificant soil loss of 245 acre feet (Preferred 
Alternative), 261 acre feet (Alternative C), and 227 acre feet 5-2 These estimates are computed based on the maximum allowable rate of 5-2 I(Alternative D). This seems like a considerable amount of soil loss erosion without loss of soil productivity. It is important to note that these depending on the acres involved. estimates are totals over the 15year life of the RMP and not an  annual 
Sincerely, rate. (See response to 5-1.) 

("Q,- /y @ ( ~ - d y  
Rodne y i  Baumberger 

Range onservationist 


scs-AS-I 
10-78 



United States Department of the Interior 
IN REPLY REFER rnFISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

X W R X X ~ I C E X I I B I K ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ * ~ 
POST OFFICE BOX 250 

PIERRE, SOUTH DAKOTA 51501 

June 17, 1985 

I . 

M r .  B i l l y  M c I l v a i n  
Area Manager , 
South Dakota Resource Area .I 

Bureac o f  La6d Management 
310 Roundup S t r e e t  
B e l l e  Fourche, South Dakota 57717 

Dear M r .  M c I l v a i n :  

Th is  i s  i n  response t o , y o u r  l e t t e r  and b i o l o g i c a l  assessment dated June 
10, 1985, f o r  t h e  proposed management act ions r e s u l t i n g  from the South 
Dakota Draf t  Resource Management Plan. 

We concur 'wi th  your conclus ion t h a t  t h e ' v e g e t a t i o n  apportionment and 
, I 

lands a c t i o n s  w i l l  n o t  . a f f e c t  f e d e r a l l y  threatened o r  endangered species. 
6-1 The map has been changed to reflect your c o m m e n t ., i f  changes a t e  made i n  p r o j e c t  plans or operat ing c r i t e r i a ,  o r  

if a d d i t i o n a l  in format ion becomes available, the F ish and W i l d l i f e  !-I Serv ice must be informed so t h a t  we may consider t h e  proposed changes. 
\, 

Thank you for  your  i n t e r e s t  i n  endangered species 

Sincere ly  yours, 

).L.: 1.' /.{,,.Li 


Wallace G .  Jobman 
A C ~ QEndangered Species Pro ject ,  Leader 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMEN OF AGRICULTURE 

FOREST SERVICE 

Nebraska Nat ional  F o r e s t  
270 Pine S t r e e t  

Chadron. Nebraska 69337 

I n  Reply Refer To: 

1920 

June 17. 1985 

I C h r i s  Roholt. P r o j e c t  Manager - .  f 
M i l e s  C i t y  D i s t r i c t  O f f f c e  

/

I Bureau of  Land Management 
P.O. Box 940 
M i l e s  Ci ty ,  MT 59301 

Dear Mr.  Roholt:I 
Iapprec iate r e c e i v i n g  a copy o f  t h e  d r a f t  Resource Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) f o r  t h e  South Dakota Resource 
Area. Since t h e  Nebraska Nat ional  Forest  admin is ters  over 700,000 acres o f  
Nat ional  Grasslands i n  South Dakota, we a r e  deeply i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  Bureau of  
Land Management’s programs i n  t h a t  area and we a r e  always prepared t o  cooperate 
w i t h  a s i s t e r  agency i n  any way we can. My s t a f f  and I have reviewed your 
document and have very few comments. I c e r t a i n l y  support your goals of 
improving range c o n d i t i o n  and r i p a r i a n  habi ta t ;  goals  which we have a lso 

( i d e n t l f i e d  f o r  t h e  Nat ional  Grasslands. Ido f i n d  your map misleading as it7-1 shows some of  t h e  lands administered by t h e  F o r e s t  Service. but. n o t  a l l .  It 7-1 If changes are made in project plans or operating criteria, or more infor- 
might  be b e t t e r  t o  j u s t  d e p i c t  “o ther  Federal p u b l i c  lands“ r a t h e r  than t r y  t o  mation becomes available, the BLM will consult with the Fish and Wild- 
map and l a b e l  a l l  o f  them. o r  you may not  want t o  show o t h e r  agency lands a t  life Service. 
a l l  i n  o r d e r  t o  s i m p l i f y  your  mapping e f f o r t s .  Ifyou decide t o  d i s p l a y  “other 
Federal p u b l i c  lands“, then please i n c l u d e  t h e  Nat ional  Grasslands on your 
f i n a l  map so t h a t  t h e  p u b l i c  w i l l  know where these lands a r e  located i n  
r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  o t h e r  p u b l i c  lands i n  South Dakota. Iam enclos ing a Forest  
P lan map from our  p lanning documents so t h a t  you can see where these lands a r e  
located. I f  you have any questions. please c o n t a c t  t h e  F o r e s t  Planning 
O f f i c e r ,  Chuck Harnish. a t  t h i s  o f f i c e .  

Thank you f o r  i n c l u d f n g  us i n  your  scoping process and Ilook forward t o  seeing 
your  f i n a l  documents. r 

Enclosure 

mapple
When non-text elements do not have text equivalents, their content is lost to screen readers and environments with limited graphics capabilities.



J u l y  8, 1985 

Elr. Chris Roholt 
P r o j e c t  Manager 
Mi les City D i s t r i c t  O f f i c e  
Bureau o f  Land Management 
P.O. Box 940 
Mi les City, MT 59301 

Dear Mr. Roholt 

The South Dakota Chapter o f  t h e  W i l d l i f e  Society  has reviewed the “Draf t  Resource 
Management Plan - South Dakota Resource Area,“ and we have many comnents regard ing 
the Plan. 

As you may be aware, the Chapter i s  a p r i v a t e  n o n - p r o f i t  organizat ion composed Of 
100 members who are professional w i l d l i f e  b i o l o g i s t s ,  managers and admin is t ra tors .  
They represent  numerous s t a t e  and f e d e r a l  agencies and i n s t i t u t i o n s .  
members a r e  dedicated t o  the management, r e s t o r a t i o n  and conservation of n a t u r a l  
resources.of  n o t  o n l y  South Dakota, b u t  the n a t i o n  as w e l l .  Nearly a l l  of these 
i n d i v i d u a l s  are i n  t h i s  l i n e  o f  work because of t h e i r  s t rong i n t e r e s t s  i n  outdoor 
spor ts  and r e c r e a t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s  which inc ludes use o f  p u b l i c  lands for  these 

Chapter 

purposes. 

CD 
0 On page 8, the p lan s tates t h a t  77.3 percent  o f  t h e  lands s u i t a b l e  f o r  grazing 

are i n  good o r  e x c e l l e n t  c o n d i t i o n .  A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  i t  i m p l i e s  t h a t  a l l  ELM lands 
are i n  e x c e l l e n t ,  good o r  f a i r  c o n d i t i o n  and i t  i s  not c l e a r l y  s t a t e d  ifany a r e  
i n  poor c o n d i t i o n .  What standards were used t o  e s t a b l i s h  these range classes? 
We s e r i o u s l y  quest ion whether a l l  BLM lands i n  South Dakota are i n  f a i r ,  good o r  
e x c e l l e n t  condi t ion,  even consider ing t h e  areas i n  which they a r e  located, and 
t h a t  77.3 percent o f  the land i s  i n  good t o  e x c e l l e n t  condi t ion.  
indeed t r u e ,  the standards are so loose t h a t  a severe t i g h t e n i n g  up i s  requi red.  
A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  these f i g u r e s  do not  j i b e  w i t h  SCS f igures f o r  t h e i r  1979 River 

tame pastures were i n  continuous heavy use and overgrazed. This inc luded both 
p u b l i c  and p r i v a t e  land, and there seems t o  be a tendency t o  abuse p u b l i c  land 
more than p r i v a t e  b y  most operators .  
b e l i e v e  they are, then a l l  o t h e r  f i g u r e s  der ived from them a r e  a l s o  i n c o r r e c t .  

Ift h i s  i s  

8-21Basins. ‘ Study. SCS s t a t e d  t h a t  50 percent  o f  n a t i v e  ranges, and 70 percent on 

I f  these percentages are i n c o r r e c t ,  and we 

8-1 
8-2 

See response to 4-1. 
The Western South Dakota River Basins study cited in the comment 
states, “Almost half of the total rangeland isin continuous heavy u s e and 
is being overgrazed. The range condition is poor on a portion of rangeland
and needs to be reseeded.” 
Analysis of the values in the cited document shows: 
a. 18,921,600 acres of range in the study (pg. A-14) 
b. 7,806,747 acres of range in continuous heavy use (pg. 3-2) 
c. 1,348 acres in  need of reseeding, poor (pg. 3-2) 
100 x 7,806,747/18,921.600=41% of study are in continuous heavy use 

On page 15, under p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  s h o r t  and long term AUM increases, i t  
would seem t h a t  the prefer red a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  somewhat o u t  o f  l i n e .  Should not  
the prefer red a l t e r n a t i v e  be t o  r a i s e  t h e  l e v e l  o f  a l l  ELM administered lands t o  
a l e v e l  of t r u e  excel lence f o r  t h e i r  l o c a t i o n  as soon as poss ib le  i n  t h e  most 
e x p e d i t i o u s  manner poss ib le .  
c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  changes i n  g r a z i n g  management, range improvements and mechanical 
treatment. 
a f fected i s  i n  a t r u e  e x c e l l e n t  c o n d i t i o n .  

We o b j e c t  t o  the conversion of  any n a t i v e  grassland t o  tame pasture (page 15 and 
18). 

Such a goal may r e q u i r e  reduct ions i n  AUM’s i n  

A t  any r a t e ,  no AUM increases should be al lowed u n t i l  the land 

This  p a r t  of t h e  p lan (7,372 acre conversion) should be s t r i c k e n .  

8-3 

8-4 

100 x 1,348/18,921,600=.007% of study area in need of reseeding, poor 
We do not consider .007% to be a significant acreage. Also, close study of 
the River Basins document and BLM records indicates that BLM admin- 
istered public lands were not included in the study (see acknowledgments 
on page 101). 

Increases in livestock AUMs will not be authorized unless monitoring 
shows that additional forage is permanently available and management 
objectives are being met and in accordance with regulations. 
See response to 5-1. 



Mr. Chris Roholt 
July 8, 1985 
Page 2 

The statement on page 18 concerning continuation of the four existing allotment 8-5 See response to 4-2. 
management plans implies that BLM will a t  i t s  discretion use any grazing system 

8-5 Iavailable or not a t  a l l .  Sucharbitrarystatements do not speak well for pro- 
fessional range management. Certainly you can be more specific than indicated 
here. 

Riparian habitat has been adversely impacted by past grazing practices. The 8-6 See response to 4.38-6 plan (page 18) calls for 1,331 acres of riparian areas to be managed. What 
percentage of the riparian areas available for management does this figure 
represent? If 1,331 acres i s  not the total riparian area available, how will 
the rest be maiaged? Will low intensity grazing during winter be practiced on 
the areas o r  w h ' t  other practices are being considered? I f  woody draws are not 
covered under riixrian habitat, they have been comoletelv overlooked and are Ihigh potential wildlife areas. 

The Resource Management Plan for the South Dakota Resource Area seems to have 
been painted w i t h  a broad brush. The portions of the plan dealing with wildlife 
were lightly touched upon and lack significant detail and description. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comnent 

%mes 6. Parrish 
President, Acting 

JBP:mg 



United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING 

Reclamation and Enforcement 
BROOKS TOWERS 
1020 ISTH STREET 

DENVER,COLORADO 80202 

July 16, 1985 


MEnORANDUM 


. Tp: Chris Roholt, Prolect.Nanager, Bureau of Land Management, Miles Y 

CIty District O f f i c e  

PROM: Me1 Shrlling, Chief, Mining Analysis DlvlSlOn 
flp*SUBJECT: Review of Draft Resource Management PladEnvironmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS), South Dakota Resource Area. Miles Clty. MT 

We have reviewed the subject,DEIS as requested and make the following comment: 

The DEIS States *Disposal a€ the Federal s,urEace over reserved 
Iminerals would have the impact of: (1) reducing the BLM workload 9-1 The document has been changed to be consistent with 43 CFR3410.2-2(b). 

oE checking reclamation from exploration ...". This is an incorrect 
Statement because pursuant to 43 CFR 3410.2-2(b) '... include in each 
exploration license requirements and Stipulations to pcotect the 

environment ... and to ensure reclamation of the lands disturbed by 
exploration.. Thus, the BLM workload of checking the reclamation 
requirements for exploration will not be reduced. 


The BLM retains the responsibility for the reclamation requirements for 

exploration on all Federal lands including private surface over Federal 
minerals prior to implementation of mining under an approved SMCRA permit and 

outside of a SMCRA permit boundary. see Section 30 CFR 740.4(d) and ( e ) ,  43 
CPR 3410.1-1 and 3482(a) and 3482.2(a). 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment y t h e  DEIS. Please let us know if 

we can be of further assistance. 


I 

0003P Blakelch 




United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
South Dakota F i e l d  O f f i c e  (ES) 

Post Off ice Box 986 
Pierre,  South Dakota 57501 

J u l y  22, 1985 

MEMORANDW 

TO : P r o j e c t  Manager, Bureau of  Land Management 
D i s t r i c t  O f f i c e ;  M i l e s  City, Montana 

FRDM : F i e l d  Supervisor, Ecolog ica l  Services 
SO F i e l d  Office; P i e r r e ,  South Dakota 

SUBJECT: Review o f  D r a f t  Resource Nanagement Plan/Environmental 
Impact S t a t m e n t  (RMP/EIS)  f o r  t h e  South Dakota Resource Area 
(EC-85/34) 

F ive management a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n v o l v i n g  two issues a r e  described f o r  t h e  
Bureau of Land Management areas i n  South Dakota. The a l t e r n a t i v e s  
prov ide a range of choices f ran resource p r o t e c t i o n  t o  resource product ion.  
Tne two issues discussed i n  each a l t e r n a t i v e  a r e  vegetat ion apportionment 

CD and land actions. The Preferred A l t e r n a t i v e ,  a canposi te  o f  three w a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  addresses the requirements o f  BLM mandates and avoids the 
extrfmes o f  t h e  single-use a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

General Comments 

Veqetat ion Apportiorment. The Preferred A1 t e r n a t i v e  would increase 
a v a i l a  e w i l d l i f e  forage t h e  l e a s t  o f  t h e  f i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  presented. 
The R x p r o j e c t s  an 11.2 percent  increase i n  l i v e s t o c k  AUMs f r a n  t h e  
present  45,305 AUMs t o  50,367 AUMs, a 5,062 AUM increase. Forage a v a i l -  
ab le f o r  w i l d l i f e  would appear t o  increase 11,705 AUXs o r  10.1 percent  
(Summary, Page i),b u t  the pro jected increase of 11,705 AUMs i s  f o r  a 

I
canbinat ion of rangeland, watershed, w i l d l i f e  forage, and w i l d l i f e  
cover. Each needs t o  be addressed as separate e n t i t i e s  i n  the RMP/EIS 
and assigned AUM values t o  show how much each now c o n t r i b u t e s  t o  t h e  
expected incredse. Also, t o  adequately address w i l d l i f e  b e n e f i t s  i n  t h e  
RMP, a s t d t i s t i c a l  analys is  of AUMs c u r r e n t l y  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  w i l d l i f e  
forage and w i l d l i f e  cover and t h e  pro jected f u t u r e  of AUMs a v a i l a b l e  f o r  
each need t o  be presented. Unfor tunate ly ,  t o o  of ten t h e  w i l d l i f e  "share" 
i s  the 10 percent  l e f t  over a f t e r  o t h e r  uses have taken everyth ing f i t  
t o  eat. 

Land Actions. Many parce ls  o f  land administered by the BLM i n  South 
Dakota are small, i s o l a t e d  t r a c t s .  Lack o f  l e g a l  access and small s i z e  
present nmerous management problems. We concur t h a t  some l a n d  owner- 
s h i p  adjustment i s  necessary t o  enhance mult iple-use, resource management 
on p u b l i c  lands. The Preferred A1 t e r n a t i v e  categor izes 85,000 acres w i t h  

10-1 W i l d l i f e  f o r a g e  i s  addressed inc o m b i n a t i o n  with w a t e r s h e d  and w i l d l i f e  
cover  ( n o n c o n s u m p t i v e  uses) throughoutt h e  d o c u m e n t  (see d iscuss ion in 
C h a p t e r s  2 and 4). T h e s e  a r e  speci f ic  a l l o c a t i o n s  t o  these resources. 



2 

p o t e n t i a l  f o r  d isposal .  Disposal would inc lude 95 percent exchanges and 
5 percent  sales. Land exchanges t o  consol idate l a r g e r  t r a c t s ,  g a i n  
p u b l i c  access t o  o t h e r  t r a c t s ,  and acqui re lands w i t h  g r e a t e r  p u b l i c  
resource vdlues are prefer red.  However, any sa le o f  p u b l i c  lands must 
be approached caut ious ly .  Publ ic  sentiment runs high over  any proposed 
r e d u c t i o n  i n  p u b l i c  land and t h e  precedence such sa les may set. We 
recanmend land exchanges over sales, ga in ing l e g a l  access w i t h  no reduct ion 
i n  t h e  p u b l i c  land resource. Land exchanges of small, umanageable 
u n i t s  w i t h  state-owned school lands could f a c i l i t a t e  b l o c k i n g  f o r  
b e t t e r  management as wel l  as enhance t h e  p o t e n t i a l  sa les f o r  the s tate.  

S p e c i f i c  Comments 

Paqe 9. Vegetation Idoni tor ing and Evaluation. T h i s  s e c t i o n  needs t o  be 
expanded by a more d e t a i l e d  d iscuss ion on how the moni tor ing and evaluat ion 10-2 Monitoring will focus on I category allotments (No. 1 priority) and M 
w i l l  take place. Moni tor ing plans f o r  t h e  w i l d l i f e ,  watershed, and category allotments (No. 2 priority).
g r a z i n g  management programs should be inc luded i n  the RMPIEIS. Moni tor ing 
e f f o r t s  should n o t  focus e n t i r e l y  on a l lo tments i n  the Improve Category. 
Only 11 percent o f  t h e  t o t a l  acreage i s  categorized as Improve whi le  50 
p e r c e n t , i s  Mainta in  and 39 percent i s  Custodial.  We concur t h a t  moni tor ing 
i n  a l lo tments categorized as Custodial would be d i f f i c u l t  and impract ica l .  
However, inoni tor ing e f f o r t s  should be implemented i n  both the Improve 
and ! ta in ta in  categor izat ions.  

P_age. Any sa les o f  p u b l i c  lands must meet c e r t a i n  l i s t e d  c r i t e r i a .  
10-3 There is a resource management plan map in the back of the RMP which 

I f  any ELM lands are i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  disposal t h a t  meet these c r i t e r i a ,  shows the areas of disposal and retention. The lands within the disposal 
10-3Ithey need t o  be l i s t e d  and i d e n t i f i e d  by l e g a l  d e s c r i p t i o n  i n  the area met the disposal criteria, but the lands within the disposal areas will 

RMPIEIS. be assessed on a case-by-case basis and offered for sale or exchange as  

10-4I 
funding and interest dictate. 

Page 14. Areas o f  C r i t i c a l  Environnental Concern (ACEC). The c r i t e r i a  10-4 The document has been changed to r e f l e c t  your comment. 
f o r  ACEC needs t o  be presented and described. 

"Range surveys and a d j u d i c a t i o n s  i n  the l a t e  1950's and e a r l y  
1960 s establ ished c u r r e n t  l i v e s t o c k  and w i l d l i f e  apportionments." Most 
o f  t h e  range surveys were c m p l e t e d  a t  l e a s t  20 years ago. This  data 
needs t o  be updated. Current apportionments should be based on both 10-5 Current apportionments are the result of the actions discussed and have 10-51h i s t o r i c  and c u r r e n t  data. been modified in the intervening years based on actual use, utilization 

Page. L i t t l e  emphasis has been d i r e c t e d  t o  l o c a t i n g  c r i t i c a l  areas and trend information. The current efforts (RMP/EIS and monitoring) is 10-6If o r  w i l d l i f e  on BLW lands. These areas need t o  be i d e n t i f i e d  and managed a continuation of that  process. 
appropr ia te ly .  10-6 We have put considerable emphasis on locating critical wildlife areas on 

public land. W e  work closely with the South Dakota Department of Game, 
P_age. I n  the Preferred Al ternat ive,  seven a l lo tments would receive Fish and Parks in locating, inventory and protection of these known 
deferments of l i v e s t o c k  use on 6,082 acres o f  f r a g i l e  s o i l s  dur ing t h e  critical areas. 
wet spr ing season, and l i v e s t o c k  use would be excluded on 1,331 acres of 
manageable r i p a r i a n  areas. The RAPIEIS should i l l u s t r a t e  how many acres 10-7 There are 30,436 acres of fragile soils and 1,560acres of riparian. These 
of  f r a g i l e  s o i l s  and r i p a r i a n  h a b i t a t  now e x i s t .  More emphasis needs t o  figures have been added to the Soils and Range sections of Chapter 3,in 
be placed on the management o f  these two impor tant  items. response to your comment. 

This EPA comment is composed of two items-a cover letter and an  
attachment. The cover letter summarizes the more specific comments of 

cc: BLM; B e l l e  Fourche, SD the attachment. It is appropriate, based on discussion with EPA, to 
FWSIEC; Washington, D.C. respond to the specific comments in the attachment rather than the gen- 
FWS/HR; Denver, CO eral summarizations. 

JBS:sm/ca 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION VI11 

ONE DENVER PLACE -999 18TH STREET -SUITE 1300 

DENVER, COLORADO 80202-2413 

Ref: 8PM-EA 

Chr is  Roholt 
P r o j e c t  Manager 
M i l e s  City D i s t r i c t  O f f i c e  
Bureau o f  Land Management 
P.O. Box 940 
N i l e s  City, flontana E9301 

Dear M r .  Roholt: 

I n  accordance w i t h  our r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  under the Nat icnal  Environmental 
P o l i c y  Act  (NEPA) and Section 309 o f  the Clean A i r  Act, the Region V I 1 1  Office 
cf t h e  Environmental P r o t e c t i o n  Agency (EPA) has reviewed t h e  South Dakota 
Resource Area D r a f t  Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement RMP/EIS. The EPA acknowledges the ELM decis ion process t o  prcv ide a 
major  emphasis on two major Resource Area issues, vegetat ion apportionment afid 
lands, i n  meetings i t s  management goals. The PMP process w i l l  p rov ide the BLP 
a broad p lanning mechanism t o  i d e n t i f y  more s p e c i f i c  a c t i v i t y  p lanning 
requirements f o r  t h e  management of p a r t i c u l a r  resources. 

Since most o f  the Resource Area sur face e s t a t e  w i l l  be managed f o r  
watershed, w i l d l i f e  and l i v e s t o c k  resources, EPA's primary environmental 
concerns r e f l e c t  sur face water q u a l i t y  impacts r e l a t e d  t o  proposed management 
pract ices.  Addi t ional ly ,  we have concerns associated w i t h  p o t e n t i a l  
ground-water q u a l i t y  degradation f r a n  o i l  and gas a c t i v i t i e s .  I n  order t o  
a l l e v i a t e  these environmental concerns, the F i n a l  RMPIEIS should emphasize: 
c l a r i f i c a t i o n  c f  non-point source water q u a l i t y  impacts and contro ls ;  
i n t e g r a t i o n  o f  watershed a c t i v i t y  p lanning w i t h  ad jacent  non-public lands; 
r i p a r i a n  ecosystem p r o t e c t i o n  p o l i c i e s ;  p o t e n t i a l  environmental prcblems of 
noxious weed contro l ;  and o i l  and gas w e l l  m o n i t o r i n g  and abandonment. 

The RMP discusses and EPA's c m e n t s  emphasize the r o l e  t h a t  resourre 
impact moni tor ing w i l l  p l a y  i n  the evaluat ion,  s e l e c t i o n  and m o d i f i c a t i o n  f o r  
the most b e n e f i c i a l  mutiple-use of resources. We recanmend the F i n a l  RMP/EIS 
pursue i n  greater  d e t a i l  p a r t i c u l a r  moni tor ing methodology and p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  
o f  implementation a c t i v i t i e s  given the p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  budget and manpower 
c o n s t r a i n t s .  

EPA i s  aware o f  the i n t e r n a l  a c t i v i t y  p lanning and management as w e l l  as 
external  j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  problems the BLM must contend w i t h  i n  admin is ter ing 
widely  dispersed l a n d  parce ls  o f  vary ing s i z e  and a c c e s s a b i l i t y .  The F i n a l  
R R I E I S  presents an oppor tun i ty  t o  i d e n t i f y  o ther  l o c a l  
agencies and t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  and c a p a b i i i t i e s  i n ' a s s i s t i n g  the BLM i n  
developing resource management plans. This c o o r d i n a t i o n  w i l l  h e l p  t o  ensure 
tha t  p lanning i s  c o n s i s t a n t  w i t h  both t h e  R W  and cooperat ing agency 
object ives.  

State and Federal 

11-1 S e e C h a p t e r 5 f o r a l i s t  ofothergovernrnentalentities.Therearenok n o w n  
inconHistencieR between this RMP ando f f i c i a l  p l a n s  of any o t h e r  Federa l ,  
State, o r  l o c a l  agency.  
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Based on our rev iew we have r a t e d  t h i s  R R / E I S  as EC-2. This means t h a t  
EPA has i d e n t i f i e d  environFenta1 impacts t h a t  should be avoided t o  f u l l y  
p r o t e c t  the environment. Correct ive measures may r e q u i r e  w o d i f i c a t i o n  o f  the 
Preferred A1 t e r n a t i v e  or m i t i g a t i o n  measures t o  reeuce environment1 impact. 
O w  d e t a i l e d  c m e n t s  show the RR/EIS ,does n o t  conta in  s u f f i c i e n t  i n f o m a t i o n  

' for  EPA t6 f u l l y  assess environmental impacts \ that  should be avoided i n  order 
t o  f u l l y  p r o t e c t  the envircnment. EPA i s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  wcrk w i t h  the 
South Cahota Rescurce Area t o  reduce these impacts. For f u r t h e r  EPA 
assistance, c c n t a c t  Kike Hamner o f  my s t a f f  a t  (303) 293-1716 o r  FTS 564-1716. 

Sincerely, 

. _ _ _ _ .  .,.. . . . . . . . .~ 

' 'i 'I 
Dale Vodehnal, Chief  
Environmental Assessmnt BrancP 

cc: Dean Stepanek, BLM State D i r e c t o r  
B i l l y  McI lva in ,  Area Manager, South Dakota Resource Area 
Wi l l iam Dickersen, A-104 (OFA) 

,/. I 



EPA C@I,!YENTS Ob! DRAFT SOUTH OAKOTP. 
PESOUPCE E'ANAGEFIENT PLAWENVIRCNKENTAL IMPACT STATEMEKT 

We appreciate the procedures and analysis which resulted in t h e  
identification of the two major issues, Vegetation Apportionment and Lands, 
t h a t  have received prisjary consideration in this RCPKIS. EPA does have 
additional specific resource management concerns as noted in our fcll owi!ing 
cments .  

Water fluality/Soils 

Much of tlAe South Dakota Resource Area (SOFA) i s  subject t o  potential
extensive soil erosicn which contributes t o  sedimentation impacts on surface 

I
water quality. As noted, a majority o f  these lands are grasslands with 11-2 It is BLM policy to prevent further water quality degradation not neces- 
livestock grazing allotments. We were unable t o  find a discussion of how the sarily to improve water quality. BLM, in its commitment to National 
ELM F!ational Ion-pcint Source Strategy will be implemented or *at  test  Nonpoint Source Strategy, will attempt to reduce sediment product 
management practices (BWPs) will he applicable t o  particular allrtment through vegetative allocation and manipulation. As fair condition land in  11-2 classifications. I and M category allotments are improved to good or better range condi- 

tion, sediment production and erosion are expected to decrease. Water 
Alternative D which "emphas7,zes intensive management while protecting quality will improve a s  a result. The document has been changed in  

riparian areas and fragile soils , identifys fragile soils (30,436 acres) t o  Chapter 3 to reflect your comments. 
he managed for a defervent of livestock use during the wet season of the year 
and  1,560 acres of riparian areas which would he excluded fran livestock use. 
The Preferred A1 ternative proposes 1 ivestock exclusion from 1,231 acres cf 

I
manageable riparian areas and an adjustment of livestcck use on 6,082 acres of 
fragile soils during the wet season of the year. The 1,321 acres designated 11-3 as manageable riparian acres under t h e  Preferred Alternative reflect an 
activity plannina concern for a sajor portion of the 1,560 acres identifiec' in 11-3 For the purpose of this document the definition of manageable riparian 
Alternative 0, however, i t  would be helpful t o  knotr the  working definition of areas are those riparian areas presently being grazed by livestock. Also 
managearl e riparian areas. see response to 4-3. 

11-4 The function of riparian areas will be to act a s  a sediment removal and We applaude the planning activities associated with the proposed riparian filtering mechanism, as well a s  providing wildlife habitat (i.e. both). area management. I t  would be helpful if the EIS presented additional 
discussion cn how RLCi plans t o  manage these areas. Will their primary 11-6 All fragile lands will be treated in the Proposed Alternative. The 6,08211-4Ifunction be t o  act as a sediment removal and filtering mechanism for surface acres are found on allotments to be managed under Alternative Din  the 
water scurces cr ill tk.ey be msnaged to provide wildlife habitat cr bcth? Proposed Alternative. The remaining fragile soils acres will also be man- 

aged to eliminate fair range condition and fragile soil status. Erosion
We were unable t o  find a discussion of why the 30,436 acres of fragile rates will be reduced from all fragile soils. The major reason for the 

lands identified in Alternative D was reduced t o  6,082 acres recomnended by difference in soil loss and sedimentation between the Proposed Alterna- the Preferred Alternative for adjustment of livestock use during the wet tive and Alternative D is the increased amount of possible tame pasture season of the year. This reduction could have significant impacts on 
increased soil erosion and eventual delivery t o  surface water resulting in development in the Proposed Alternative. 

Iincreased sedimentation. We recmend the f i n a l  EIS prcvide e discussion of 11-6 The management of the 6,082 acres of fragile lands will reduce erosion 11-6 these additional fragile lands and why they are nc t  recmended for inclusion from present levels. If monitoring shows unacceptable erosion conditions 
in the Preferred Alternative. on other lands (including identified fragile) management actions will be 

taken to resolve those problems, as well. 
Extensive surface water quality studies and reports exist and/or are 

ongoing which are available t o  assist the BLbi in activity planning. Since 
much o f  the BLN surface managed lands will remain in relatively small isolated 
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I
t r a c t s  u n t i l  the exchange o r  r e p o s i t i o n i n g  of p u b l i c  lands i n  the S P M  can be 
accomplished, BLE water-qual i ty  r e l a t e d  a c t i v i t y  planning w i l l  need t c  he 11-7 BLM will continue to coordinate its planning and management activities 11-7 c l o s e l y  coord inated b i t h  appl icable goals and recanmendations o f  the 6 t h  with the Sixth Planning District. 
Planning D i s t r i c t ' s  Section 208 l 'a ter  Q u a l i t y  Managewent P lan and analys is  
such as the 1984 South Oakota Water O u a l i t y  Assessment Peport under 
Section ?rE(b)  o f  the Clean h'ater Act. 

C i l  anti Gas 

Page 14 references the 1980 Programatic Fnvironsental Assessment (EA) 
prepared by the N i l e s  City D i s t r i c t ,  as the p o l i c y  document f c r  o i l  and gas 
a c t i v i t y  management i n  the Resource Area. Since the i n d u s t r y  i s  expressin! 
more i n t e r e s t  i n  i n j e c t i o n  recovery methotis, we suggest t h a t  BLM's po1,icy b e  11-8 BLM stipulates that a State UIC permit is required for approval of an 11-8 updatea t o  T e f l e c t  coord inat ion responsib i l i t ies-wi thKthe EPA and the APD for a water injection well 0; water disposal well on public mineral. 
South Dakota Department of Water and Natural Resources (DWIP.). The newly Similarly, BLM stipulates that an EPA UIC permit is required for appro- 
delegated Underground I n j e c t i o r  Contro l  ( U I C )  Prcgram t o  t h e  State of val of an APD for a water injection well or water disposal well over Indian 
South Cakota prcvides the DWNP. a u t h c r i t y  over o i l  and gas w e l l s  on federal Trust Minerals. 
land. T h i s  a c t i o n  w i l l  r e q u i r e  coord inat ion hetween BLP and the State. The 
State w i l l  n o t  have a u t h o r i t y  over o i l  and gas a c t i v i t i e s  on I n d i a n  Lands, 
hence BLE: w i l l  need t o  coord inate those permits f o r  o i l  and gas i n j e c t i o n  
w e l l s  w i t h  EPA. 

The A p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  Permi t  t o  D r i l l  (APE) discuss ion i n  Appendix D on 
page 99 shows the a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  prov ide operat ional  and geologic  i n f o r m a t i o n  
r e q u i r e d  by RLV. I f  reasonable, we suggest the i n f o r m a t i o n  r e q u i r e d  be 
broadened t c  i n c l u d e  necessary UIC i n f o r m a t i o n  requi red by the State and EPA. 11-9 Currently, the UIC information is not required nor does BLM have a 
Copies of the FPD, for  those w e l l s  on Federal lands should be sent t o  CUIIR's written agreement with South Dakota concerning permitting procedures 
O f f i c e  o f  D r i n k i n g  water, a t t e n t i o n  Cf Inr. Garland Erbele. Send APD copies for Federal UIC wells in South Dakota. However, see the response to 11-8. 
for  a c t i v i t i e s  on I n d i a n  Lands t o  M r .  Inike L i u z z i ,  EPA, Dr ink ing Water Branch, 
Ground Water Section. 

EPA reconmends the BLM explore e s t a b l i s h i n g  a funding trechanism f o r  those 
w e l l s  t h a t  have been improperly abandoned and are discovered a f t e r  the 11-10 An evaluation of the purported leaking wells has been made. The finding 
operator has teen released from h i s  bcnd. We understand t h a t  such a s i t u a t i o n  was there is no potential hazard to the environment or detrimental con- 
may e x i s t  i n  Harding County where gas leaks have been detected a t  ahandcnded cerns t o  life forms from the wells on public land. 
wel ls .  Th is  fupd would be used t o  p r c p e r l y  abandon wel ls .  A l l  improperly 
abandcned w e l l s  need t c  be i d e n t i f i e d  t o  the DWNR or EPA. This in format ion 
w i l l  b e n e f i t  both agencies involved, i n  t h a t ,  i f  an imprcper ly  abandonded w e l l  
f a l l s  w i t h i n  an "area o f  review" (112 t o  114 m i l e  r a d i u s )  o f  a proposed 
i n j e c t i c n  wel l ,  the U I C  proprar  prov ides a u t h o r i t y  t o  have the wel l  proper ly  
abandoned by the operator n f  the proposed i n j e c t i o n  wel l .  

Range Treatment 

Page 35 and 36 discuss range condi t ion,  product ion and trend. Areas 
c l a s s i f i e d  as l e s s  than good c o n d i t i o n  are a t t r i b u t e d  t o  several f a c t o r s  
i n c l u d i n g  l i v e s t o c k  cveruse, noxious weeds or p r a i r i e  dogs. Under the 
Preferred A l t e r n a t i v e  cn page 56 noxious weed c o n t r o l  and p r a i r i e  dog 
management are o f f e r e d  as range treatment measures. The F i n a l  FIS needs t o  
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include a discussion of what control and managerrent neasures will be used 11-11 Which herbicides will be used which might require applicator rertificaticn? 11-11 Physical, biological, thermal, or chemical methods would be used a s  
What poisons may be used t o  manage prairie dog populations? b!hat are the necessary. The most environmentally sensitive method, if it would pro- Ipctential environmental impacts of these control/management measures? vide control, would be used first and other methods would be used, if 

control was not accomplished. 
Moni tori no 11-12 See the Planning Overview section in Chapter 1.As discussed in response 

Tte RIP process prcvides an excellent vehicle for the BLV t o  mske use cf to comments 4-4 and 10.2, a detailed monitoring plan will be developed 11-12 xisting ELF1 resource evaluations and studies in assessing the direction prior to implementation of the Proposed Alternative. It will provide guid- 
uture activity planning should take. Additicnally, the process affords the ance for monitoring of resource conditions. 
LM the opportunity t o  enlist the aid of local, State, and Federal agencies in Problem/condition specific monitoring activities will be identified in  lanning and implementation cf the managevent plans. This interactive process activity plans developed to resolve resource problems. Monitoring an be expanded further t o  define individual agency monitorin? capabilities requirements will also be specified in environmental assessment records nd responsibilities. The following c m f n t s  related t o  monitoring are and project proposals for noxious weed and prairie dog control monitoring ffered for your consideration: guidelines from the noxious weed EIS will also be followed. Implementa- 

While much of the Rescurce Area i s  suseptible t o  sri l  erosion the areas tion priorities will be identified in the record of decision and in the range- 
designated as fragile soil areas deserve site-specific mcnitoring plans. land program summary. 
All plans should be designed t o  evaluate not only erosion rates but also 
delivery rates t o  impacted surface waters. 

Identify required chemical and biolooical monitoring, for eactt propcsed 
activity. 
Establish surface and scb-surface water quality monitoring 
responsibilities of the tltb!, mineral estate lease hclders and  local, 
State and  Federal Agencies. 

Discuss corrective actions that coul6 be taken in situations which cculd  
arise (other than amending ur revising the PMP) when problems are 
identified during moni t a i  ng. 

Emphasize the coordinatim and need for approval of the monitoring and 
remedial action plans b j  other relevant agencies including State water 
quality, the Soil Consewaticn Service an? Wildlife agencies 
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Memorandum 

TO: Project Manager, Miles City District Office, Bureau of Land 
Management, Miles City, Montana 

. 
From: 

i_ ~ 

Associate Regional Director, Planning and Resource Preservation, 

- - ii .,,.Rocky Mountain Region 
r ~ . - . . 

Subject:, Draft Resource Management PlanlEnvironmental Impact Statement. 
South Dakota Resource Area. Miles City District, Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) (DES-85/23) 

The National Park Sekvice has reviewed the subject draft resource management 
plan/enviranmental impact Statement (RMPIDEIS) and has the follow~ng 
comments. 

I' 0 
0 

The fragmented nature of the lands administered by BLM in South Dakota 
presents management problems in excess of those to be expected in a state 
where less than one percent of the land is controlled by BLM. 
this DEIS has done an excellent job in recognizing this and proposing a 
preferred alternative that provides for: 

We feel that 

1. Range improvement. 

2. Exclusion of livestock from certain riparian areas. 

3 .  Increased forag? for wildlife. 

4 .  Disposal (sale or exchange) of up to 30 percent of BLM's acreage (mostly 
small, isolated tracts) in South Dakota to improve management efficiency. 

1 , 

There are, however, some specific concerns that we would like to see 
adddssed in the final document. 

The parcel (no. 8381) of BLM land adiaeent to Wind Cave National Park is 
shown as being managed for grazing. 
compatible use that the National Park Service would like to see continued. 
Should this parcel be identified as appropriate for sale or exchange, we 
suggest that language be included in the deed that the land may be used only 
for grazing or wildlife purposes. 

This is a desirabl; use of the land - a 

12-1 Lands disposed of by BLM will not contam such covenants in their deeds 
because they are not enforceable. 

There was nothing in the DEIS that indicated that the Nationwide Rivers 
Inventory (NRI) list was checked as required by the Federal Register notice 
of September 8 ,  1980 (copy enclosed). The White, Belle Fourche, and Cheyenne 
Rivers all appear to be potentially affected by actions described in the 
preferred alternative. The final document should include a determination of 
effect of the proposed action on the natural, cultural, and,recreational 
values of the three named streams. 

12-2 All alternatives in this RMP propose improvlng poor and fair range 
condition lands in I and M allotments to good or better range condition. 
The effect would be an improvement in watershed condition, reduce ero- 
sion and sedimentation and improved water quality. However, public 
lands constitute such a small percentage of the watersheds in the White, 
Belle Fourche, and Cheyenne River systems that improved water quality 
on public lands alone would have insignificant impacts to those rivers. 
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If it is found that the proposed action would have an adverse effect on 

values listed in the NRI (see enclosed materials an South Dakota streams), 

the final document should determine whether the proposed action could 

foreclose options to classify any portion of the three named streams as a 
wild, scenic, or recreational river area. The RMPIEIS should then identify 
the adverse impacts and give any mitigation or avoidance measures which could 

be incorporated into the proposed action. Further assistance on NRI 

procedures may be obtained from MI. Duane A. Holmes at the address on the 
letterhead; his telephone numbers are (FTS)776-8705 or (303)236-8705. 


We welcomed this opportunity to review the subject DEIS, and look forward to 

receiving a copy of the final document. 

Er.closures 




M r .  Chr is  Roholt,  P r o j e c t  Manager 
M i l e s  City D i s t r i c t  O f f i c e  
Bureau o f  Land Management 
P. 0. Box 940 
M i l e s  City, MT 59301 

Re: South Dakota D r a f t  Resource Management P l a n  
and D r a f t  Environmental Impact Statement . -

Dear Mr. Roholt:  

. ' ' -

A t l a n t i c  R i c h f i e l d  Company appreciates the oppor tun i ty  t o  comnent on the 
Proposed Resource Management Plan and D r a f t  Environmental Impact Statement 
f o r  South Dakota. 

On page 45 of t h e  p lanning document, BLM states t h a t  as o f  1984 there were 
86 producing federal o i l  w e l l s  and 26 producing gas wel ls  i n  South 
Dakota. The map on page 46 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  v i r t u a l l y  the e n t i r e  State has 
p o t e n t i a l  f o r  o i l  and/or gas reserves. Comments A t l a n t i c  R i c h f i e l d  
submitted i n  November 1982 i n d i c a t e d  i n d u s t r y  i n t e r e s t  i n  the W i l l i s t o n  
Basin f o r  o i l  and gas. Since ELM does not in tend to change i t s  management 
d i r e c t i o n  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  o i l  and gas a c t i v i t i e s ,  energy resources were not  
addressed as a s p e c i f i c  i s s u e  dur ing the p lanning process. However, it i s  
our understanding t h a t  BLM i s  t i e r i n g  i t s  c u r r e n t  O i l  and Gas Leasing 
Environmental Assessment i n t o  the RMP. As a r e s u l t ,  RLM has inc luded 
several appendices which summarize o i l  and gas leas ing,  explorat ion,  and 
impacts r e s u l t i n g  from these a c t i v i t i e s .  

We recommend t h a t  ELM r e v i s e  Appendix D t o  prov ide more s p e c i f i c13-11in format ion w i t h  regard t o  the number of acres a v a i l a b l e  for l e a s i n g  and 
under what types of r e s t r i c t i o n s .  For example, how many acres are 
withdrawn, protected a d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y  o r  by s tatute,  requi re  seasonal 
s t i p u l a t i o n s  and standard s t i p u l a t i o n s  and what i s  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  
these r e s t r i c t i o n s  t o  o i l  and gas p o t e n t i a l .  An example o f  t h i s  type o f  
i n f o r m a t i o n  which was inc luded i n  the Custer Nat ional  Forest  D r a f t  Land 
and Resource Management P l a n  i s  attached. 

With regard t o  Appendix E, O i l  and Gas Leasing Program Impact Sumnary, 
there i s  no mention o f  m i t i g a t i o n  o r  p r o t e c t i o n  measures to lessen these 
impacts i d e n t i f i e d .  F o r  example, t h e  sect ion on vegetat ion s tates t h a t  
impacts would r e s u l t  from " d i r e c t  dest ruct ion"  o f  p l a n t  cover from a l l  
phases o f  o i l  and gas a c t i v i t i e s .  However, there i s  no discussion o f  the 
f a c t  t h a t  it i s  r e q u i r e d  by c u r r e n t  laws and regulat ions t h a t  vegetat ion 
be restored once t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  are completed. Fur ther ,  there are many 
methods used t o  accomplish rec lamat ion and BLM provides i n d u s t r y  w i t h  
gu ide l ines on how s i t e - s p e c i f i c  rec lamat ion i s  t o  proceed. 

13-1 As n o t e d  in A p p e n d i x  D, a p p r o x i m a t e l y  7,000 acres h a v e  o t h e r  than 
s t a n d a r d  s t ipu lat ions.  M o r e  speci f ic  i n f o r m a t i o n  w o u l d  b e  d i s p l a y e d  if,a s  
in t h e  C u s t e r  F o r e s t  Plan, t h e  acreages of v a r i o u s  t y p e s  of s t i p u l a t i o n s  
w e r e  t o  vary by al ternat ive.  

13-2 T h e  Oi l and G a s  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  A s s e s s m e n t  c o n t a i n s  ana n a l y s i s  of t h e  
i m p a c t s  o f  t h e  o i l  andg a s  l e a s i n g  p r o g r a m .  A purpose of this a n a l y s i s  w a s  
t o  i d e n t i f y  m i t i g a t i o n  measures. A p p e n d i x  E i s  s i m p l y  as u m m a r y  o f  t h o s e  
i m p a c t s .  P r e f a t o r y  r e m a r k s  h a v e  b e e n  a d d e d  t o  c l a r i f y  that t h i s  i s  t h e  
b a s i s  f o r  A p p e n d i x  E.D i s c u s s i o n  in A p p e n d i c e s  D andFr e c o g n i z e  that 
t h o s e  i m p a c t s  a r e  mitigated.Also,see t h e  response to 13-4. 
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13-3The section on wildlife states that human intrusions i n t o  critical winter 13-3 Environmental consequences discussed in Chapter 4 reflect potential 
range or breeding areas during high use periods can have serious impacts impacts to cultural resources from implementation of the RMP alterna- 
on certain species. However, ELM does not qualify this statement by tives. Therefore, the Chapter 4 discussion relates to the RMP issues, 
adding t h a t  seasonal stipulations are attached to leases in these areas vegetation apportionment and lands. BLMs responsibilities for theman- 
which either prohibit industry activities during these critical time agement of cultural resources in relationship to all proposed surface dis- Iperiods or the initiation of any new activities. turbing activities, including oil and gas, are discussed under “Other 

Resource Programs”. Stipulations to oil and gas leases regarding cultural 
The section on Prehistoric and Historic Features i s  in particular need of resources are covered in Appendix F.13-4revision: Part of the APD process requires an inventory of cultural 
resources before activities begin. The reason for this requirement is  to 13-4 Appendix Dhas been rewritten to show tha t  mitigation stipulations occur 
avoid the destruction of valuable artifacts or cultural sites. BLM i s  during each of the stages of leasing, exploration, and development. Please 
responsible for examining the inventory or conducting one of i t s  own prior note that the document has been changed to clarify the basis of Appendix E. 
to  oil and gas activities. This i s  even stated in Appendix F. Therefore,
there should be l i t t l e  or no destruction o f  artifacts or sites without the 
consent of ELM. In any event, most companies will halt activities should 
they stumble upon a cultural resource si te or artifacts and consult w i t h  
ELM. 

II n  general, we strongly recommend t h a t  ELM expand the discussion of 
impacts in Appendix E t o  include voluntary and required measures 
implemented t o  avoid or minimize impacts associated with oil and gas
activities. Additionally, we urge ELM t o  consider corbining Appendices E 
and F in an  effort to present the realities of the situation. Each 
stipulation could be included under the appropriate heading in Appendix 
E. 

In  conclusion, I appreciate t h e  time you took t o  explain ELM‘S position.
Our conversation helped me t o  understand why energy resources were no t  
included in the plan as an issue. Nevertheless, 1 believe t h a t  the 
recommendations presented in these comments would provide a better mineral 
basis in the  plan making i t  more defensible. I f  you would like t o  discuss 
these views in mre detail, please d o n ‘ t  hesitate to call. 

Sincerely, 

Public Lands Analyst 

Attachment 



I 

., I ..,. . ... -,. 



Mr. BiUy McJlvain 
July 22, 1985 
Page 2 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment. 

/%e L. Danni 
Regional Manager 
Government Affairs 

JLDpo 

cc: Debie Montoro - Minerals Exploration Coalition 



United States Department of the Interior 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

RESTON. VA 22092 

I n  Reply Refer To:  
WGS-Mail S t o p  423 

JUL 2 

Memorandum ..-

To: Chris Roholt, Project Manager, Miles City District Office, 
Bureau of Land Management, Miles Ci ty .  Montana 

From: Assistant Director for Engineering Geology 

Subject: Review of draft resource management p l a n  and  environmental statement 
for the South Dakota Resource Area. South Dakota 

We have reviewed the statement as requested in a let ter received April 1 6  
from the State Director, Bureau of Land Management. 

15-1 Based on CDM 642.3, the BLM may determine whether a spill contin- 
The plan should indicate whether a n  oil spill emergency plan is required be- gency plan is required. It can be required for -qe well or facility or for a 
fore an oil test  well is  drilled or a n  oil well i s  placed in production. Oil field. API standards, which are designed to prev ,nt or control spills, apply 15-2 lwell abandonment requirements should include proper sealing and  plugging to to all drilling and production facilities and activities. 
protect aquifers. The use of ground water i n  the widely distributed lands 16-2 Our stipulations address reclamation. Plugging procedures must be sub- 15-3Iunder BLM's management should be addressed more adequately. 

mitted to the BLM and approved by the BLM prior to plugging. 
15-3 There are only five water wells on public lands in South Dakota. Since 

L,
' \, f.',~ ),I none of the R M P s  alternatives will have significant impacts on ground- 

'.' James F. Devine water, it was discussed only briefly in Chapter 3. 

Copy to: District Chief, W R D ,  Huron 
(information only) 
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J u l y  26, 1985 

Hr. B i l l y  McIlvain 
Area Manager 
South Dakota Resource Area 
Bureau of  Land Management 
510 Roundup S t r e e t  
Belle Fourche,  SD 51111 

Dear Hr. HcI lva in :  

I am w r i t i n g  on beha l f  o f  t h e  Rocky Mountain O i l  and Gas Assoc ia t ion  (RHOGA) t o  
comment on  t h e  S o u t h  Dakota  Resource Area Dra f t  Resource Management Plan (RHP) 
and E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Impact  Statement  (EIS) .  RMOGA is a t r a d e  a s s o c i a t i o n  repre-  
s e n t i n g  hundreds  of l a r g e  and small  o i l  companies who account  f o r  more than  90% 
o f  t h e  o i l  and g a s  e x p l o r a t i o n  and p r o d u c t i o n  s c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  e i g h t  s t a t e  
r e g i o n  we s e r v e .  Because  so much o f  t h e  l and  i n  t h e s e  states is owned by t h e  
F e d e r a l  Governmen t ,  l a n d  management p l a n n i n g  is o f  v i t a l  i n t e r e s t  t o  our 
members, e s p e c i a l l y  with r ega rd  t o  mine ra l s  development .  

I t  is our  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h a t  t h e  BLM does  no t  i n t end  t o  change t h e  management 
d i r e c t i o n  o f  t h e  Resource  Area wi th  r ega rd  t o  o i l  and gas  a c t i v i t y ,  end the re -  
f o r e ,  e n e r g y  and m i n e r a l s  h a v e  n o t  b e e n  a d d r e s s e d  a s  a s p e c i f i c  i s s u e  i n  t h e  
RHP. We concur  wi th  t h i s  d e c i s i o n  and t h e  ELM'S i n c l u s i o n  OF minera l  r eeources  
i n  t h e  Appendices  t o  t h e  p l an ;  however, we d o  have s e v e r a l  s u g g e s t i o n s  which we 
would l i k e  t o  s e e  Bmbodied i n  t h e  f i n a l  plan.  

F i r s t ,  we recommend t h a t  t h e  BLH i n c o r p o r a t e  t h e  F lu id  Minsral  Leasing Guide- 16-1Il i n e s  i n t o  t h e  t r s d e o f f  d e c i s i o n s  be ing  made f o r  t h e  Resource Area. We b e l i e v e  
i t  is i m p o r t a n t  t o  be  a b l e  t o  a n a l y z e  t h e  e f f e c t s  of  each a l t e r n a t i v e  on t h e  
a b i l i t y  o f  i n d u s t r y  t o  e x p l o r e  f o r  and d e v e l o p  m i n e r a l  r e s o u r c e s ,  and t h e  
G u i d e l i n e s  p rov ide  p l anne r s  w i th  e f f e c t i v e .  i l l u s t r a t i v e  r eaaons  f o r  management 16-62 [dec i s ions .  Add i t iona l ly ,  we sugges t  combining t h e  Appendices i n t o  one document, 

16-1 See response to 13-1. 

16-2 See response to 13-2. 
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Area Manager 
South Dakota Resource Area 
Bureau o f  Land Management 
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the reby  enab l ing  t h e  r eade r  t o  more e a s i l y  compare r e source  t r a d e o f f s  being made 
i n  e a c h  a l t e r n a t i v e .  By u t i l i z i n g  t h e  Gu ide l ines ,  we b e l i e v e  t h e  BLM wi l l . have  
a more unde r s t andab le  and a c c e p t a b l e  p l a n .  

F u r t h e r ,  we t a k e  excep t ion  t o  s e v e r a l  s t a t e m e n t s  con ta ined  i n  Appendix E,  which 
d i s c u s s e s  t h e  i m p a c t s  o f  i n t r u s i o n s  by humans, r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  
p l a n t  c o v e r ,  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t ,  and c u l t u r a l  r e sources .  The BLM does  not go o n  
t o  q u a l i f y  t h e s e  r e m a r k s ,  and we would sugges t  o u t l i n i n g  t h e  s t i p u l a t i o n s  and 
m i t i g a t i o n  measures  imposed on o i l  and g a s  o p e r a t o r s  which more than  adequately 
p r o t e c t  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  and w i l d l i f e  va lues .  Opera to r s  a r e  not  on ly  r equ i r ed  t o  
c o m p l e t e  c u l t u r a l  r e s o u r c e  i n v e n t o r i e s  p r i o r  t o  conduct ing a c t i v i t i e s ,  but  a r e  
a l l o w e d  t o  c o n d u c t  o p e r a t i o n s  o n l y  i n  c o n j u n c t i o n  with c a r e f u l  e n v i r o m e n t a l  
m i t i g a t i o n  measures .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  o p e r a t o r s  a r e  always r e q u i r e d  t o  r e c l a m  a l l  
a r e a s  which have been d i s t u r b e d ,  and have done so with g r e a t  success .  

Thank you f o r  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  comment .  We w i l l  b e  happy t o  answer any 
q u e s t i o n s  you may have.  

AIF:cw 

16-3 See response to 13-2and 13-4. 

I 



STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 
E Y E C U i i V E  OFFICE 

WILLIAM J JANKLOW 
GOVERNOR 

August 1 2 ,  1985 

Chris Roholt, Project bbndger 
Miles City District Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
Post Office Box 940 
Niles City, Montana 59301 

RE: Draft Resource Managenent Plan, South Dakota Resource Area, 
Miles City District 

Dear Chris: 

As a result of a meeting between various South Dakota s ta te  agencies and the 
Bureau of Land IMamgenent i n  Ppril 1985, the State of South Dakota is offer-
ing the follauing caronents on the Draft Resource Management Plan for the 
South Dakota Resource Area. 

. The Draft Plan suggests that 77.3% of the land suitable for grazing is17-1 i n  g o d  or excellent condition. The table on page 8 also indicates that 17-1 See response to 4-1. You are  welcome to tour any  areas of interest with 
of a l l  the public land adninistered by BU.I that 68.4% of the land is in BLM personnel. 
g o d  or excellent condition. This appars  t o  be an overly optimistic
appraisal of the land as it is difficult t o  believe that over t h r e e  
quarters of the BU.1 land is in good t o  excellent condition. 

Part of the problem is B I M ' s  cr i ter ia  for rating land. Ihe s ta te  does 
recognize that the land is rated on a canparative scale based on the 
quality of that land nau -red t o  the best p s s i b l e  condition that 
land could be in. On that basis, the figures may be reasorably ac- 
curate, hayever, none of the cr i ter ia  for assessment or rating is ex-
plained i n  the Resource Management Plan. The standard of revinr used by
BJX should be shared with the reader of the Resource Management Plan, as  
w e l l  as the affected s ta te  agencies i n  South Dakota s ta te  govermrent. 
A t  a minimtun, th is  requires detailed explanation i n  the Resource 
Management Plan and perhaps an opprtunity for s ta te  agency prsonnel to  
tour specific land sites with BIJ! staff. 

2. Ihe State of South Dakota approves the preferred change i n  grazing
management, range improvement, and mechanical treabnent t o  improve 
slightly over 31,000 acres. Philosophically, the s ta te  approves the 
conversion of acreage fran range to tame grasses, but cautions BIM on 

STATE CAPITOL BUILDING. PIERRE SOUTH DAKOTA 57501 0 'R051 773-3212 
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the conversion u n t i l  a l l  consequences are considered. what my be good
for one species (i.e., livestock) my'not be good for another (i.e., 
wildlife). Such conversion of native pasture to tame grasses should be 17-2 See response to 5-1. Types of grass to be introduced in tame pasture 
explained i n  more detail, including the type of grass which BIM would conversions would generally be cool season spring grasses with nitrogen 
intend to  introduce, and why. fixing forbs. Also, see the response to 5-1. 

17-3 See response to 4-3. 
BIM has identified 1,331 acres of riparian vegetation for protection, 17-3I3. but does not clarify whether this is the total riparian vegetation in 
the area. Ihe deterioration of riparian areas is prevalent, particular- 
ly  the wc4y vegetation. One only needs to drive through western South 
Dakota to  observe that fed young trees have a chance to s ta r t  and mst  
of the old ones are dying. Hodever, it m y  not be in the best interest 
of the land to  canpletely exclude these riparian areas. Alternate graz- 
ing periods &ring l o w  intensity grazing seasons, such as winter, may be 
more appropriate. 

4. Ihe state agrees with BIJ I ' s  decision to  defer grazing on fragile soils 
i n  the w e t  season. 

5. Since the methodolq of assessing land is not explained sufficiently, 
BIM should be cautioned a b u t  increasing a n d l  unit months (AuM's) un- 17-4 See response to 8-3. 
til those lands targeted are brought up to  an excellent condition OK a t17-4I least the upper reaches of the high category. The increase i n  AUM's is 
generally knef icial to livestock and f rquently beneficial to wildlife, 
although that conclusion m u s t  be reached on a case by case basis. 

6. lhe p t e n t i a l  for c m p t i t i o n  between wildlife and livestock interests 
exists in any resource management plan. Ihis Resource MaMgenent Plan 

I 
s e a s  to favor livestock interests, while wildlife habitat management 
discussion is suprficial .  The arbitrary introduction of tame pasture 17-5 See response to 5-1.
into native pasture areas may OK my not be advantagems and again those 
decision should be made on a case by case basis, and explained plrsuant 17-5 to  camrent lurmber two. 

7. Substantial tracts of land, up to 170,000 acres, could be categorized
for d i spsa l  by BIM either for sale or trade. Hcwwer, the state would 17-6 caution BIM to represent fa i r ly  the difference in grazing fees charged 17-6 This plan proposes a maximum of 85,000 acres for disposal, not 170,000 by BIM, the Department of School and public Lands, and private land- 
m e r s .  Since private rates exceed goverment rates, and BIM rates are acres a s  stated in the letter. Discussion of the impacts of sale orexchanges 
even lwer ,  an explanation of the purpose for which each type of land is on the lessee is found in Chapter 4 under each alternative in  Economics. 
managed m y  e lunmte  much controversy. 

Ihe l ist ing of state representatives, senators, and officials on page 78 
of the Resource MaMgenent Plan needs to be upaated. 

C 17-7 The list has been updated, in response to your comments. 

9. Ihe J!nviromental Consequence section contains an econanic analysis of 
a l l  the maMgement activities. The analysis p i n t s  out that state land 
acquired bf BW in the land exchange is not eligible for payment i n  lieu 
of taxes (PILT). The State of South Dakota is working with the federal 17-8 An activity plan, such as a lands report environmental assessment, will 
goverment to reverse this ps i t ion ,  and if this is  still the case the be prepared for any proposed land exchange. If the PILT situation has 
plan should be revised and discuss th i s 'p ten t ia l  option. changed, then it will be reflected in any such assessment for State-BLM 

exchanges. 
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%is wncludes the state 's  a m e n t s  on the Resource Managment Plan, and we 
are pleased that the Bureau of Land Management provided the state this o p
prtunity.  If further conments OK clarification of the above ccnrments are 
needed, please feel  free to  contact me. 

Sincerely,/&,,;/*c
/-

Dana Nelson 
Executive policy Aide 
STATE GC7J-W OPERATIOS 

DN: j r r  



LIST OF PREPARERS 
The following people prepared the RMP: 

Steering Committee 
Robert Teegarden, Chairman.  BS Natural  

Sciences, Montana State University. He 
provided District policy and oversight to 
the RMP project. He has been with the 
BLM for 24 years. 

Jim Beaver, MSO Coordinator. BS -Wildlife 
Management, Humboldt State University. 
He represented the Montana State Office 
and provided headquarters policy, over- 
sight and coordination to the RMP project. 
He has been with the BLM for 12 years. 

Billy McIlvain, South Dakota Resource Area 
Manager. BS Agronomy, Texas Tech Uni- 
versity; MS -Range, University of Idaho. 
He provided Resource Area policy and 
oversight to the RMP project. He has  been 
with the BLM for 23 years. 

Project Team 

Chris Roholt, Project Manager. BS Mathemat- 
ics and Economics, MS Forestry/Econom-
ics, University of Montana. He was 
responsible for the overall development 
and coordination of the-RMP project and 
also served as team leader. He has been 
with BLM for seven years. 

Amy Fraley, Technical Coordinator (through 
November, 1984). BS Resource Manage- 
ment, University of Wisconsin at Stevens 
Point. She was responsible for the coordi- 
nation of schedules and accuracy of tech- 
nical information. She was also responsi- 
ble for coordinating with MSO on graphic 
displays in the document. She has  been 
with BLM for five years. 

Judith Bartley, Technical .Coordinator. BS 
Forestry,-MS RecreatiodLand Use Plan-
ning, University of Missouri at Columbia. 
She was responsible for the coordination of 
schedules and  accuracy of technical 
information. She also was responsible for 
coordinating with MSO on graphic dis- 
plays in the document. Shewrote the social 
assessment portion of the RMP. She has 
been with BLM for two years. 

Leon Pack, Vegetation Apportionment Issue 
Leader. BS Life Science Education, MS 
Wildlife Biology, Utah State University. 
He wrote the range portion. He has been 
with BLM for 11years. 
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Chuck Berdan, Lands Issue Leader. Associate 
Degree of Applied Science Natural  
Resource Management,  University of 
Minnesota at Crookston; BS Wildlife and 
Fisheries, South Dakota State University. 
He wrote the lands portion. He has been 
with BLM for eight years. 

William Volk, Soil Scientist. BS Agriculture 
Production, MS Soils, Montana State Uni- 
versity. He prepared the soils section and 
assisted with the watershed and range por- 
tions: He has been with BLM for seven 
years. 

Joe Frazier, Hydrologist. BS BusinessAdminis- 
tration, University of Kansas; MS Aquatic
Biology, Emporia State University; MS 
Hydrology, University of Wyoming. He 
prepared the hydrology portion. He-has 
been with BLM for five years. 

-

Dale Tribby, Natural Resource Specialist. BS- 
Wildlife Management and Biology, South 
Dakota State University. He assisted i n .  
preparation of the range portion and wrote 
the wildlife section. He has been with BLM 

. 
. ._ -

for seven years. 
Jerry Clark, Archaeologist. BA Anthropology, 

University of Montana; MA Anthropol- 
ogy,- Washington State University. He 
prepared the cultural resource section and 
has been with BLM for ten years. 

- _  

Ron Wickline, Natural Resource Specialist. BS 
Forestry and Soils, University of Mon- 
tana. He wrote the forestry portion and has 
been with BLM for five years. 

Dennis Bucher, Forestry Technician. BS Biol- 
ogy, Black Hills State College. He assisted 
in the preparation of the forestry portion- 
by providing photo interpretation, over- 
lays and other information. He was been 
with BLM for six years. 

-

Dale Hanson, Range Conservationist. BS Wild-
life Science, New Mexico State University. 
He wrote the paleontologic portions and 
has been with BLM for eight years. 

.. . 

Ken Hanify, Natural Resource Specialist. BS 
Science and Industrial Arts, South Dakota 

= 

State University; MA Biology, Northern 
Arizona University. He wrote the section 
on recreation. He has been with the BLM 
for seven years. 

Jim Gruber, Geologist. BS Geology, California 
State University at Chico. He wrote the 
Management Situation Analysis on min- 
erals and contributed to the minerals sec-
tion of the RMP. He has been with BLM for 
two years. 



Dave Peters, Regional Economist. BA Econo- 
mics4Business Administration, Chapman 
College. He wrote the economics sections. 
He has been with the BLM for 11years. 

James Hetzer, Writer/Editor. BA Journalism, 
University of Colorado. He wrote portions 
and edited the RMP. He has been with 
BLM for six years. 

Rebecca Holzheimer, Cartographic Technician. 
Graduated Simms (MT) High School. She 
prepared the allotment overlay for the 
RMP. She has been with BLM for six years. 

Barbara Hamburg, Word Processor Operator. 
Graduated Savage (MT) High School and 
Modern Business College, Missoula, Mon- 
tana. She was responsible for the copy 
word processing. She has been with BLM 
for three years. 

District Review 
The Miles City District Division of Lands and 
Renewable Resources and the Planning and 
Environmental Assistance staff provided tech- 
nical review of the RMP. 

Montana State Office Support 
The Division of Lands and Renewable Resour- 
ces and the Division of Mineral Resources staffs 
provided assistance in preparation and review 
of the RMP during development. 
The Printing and Graphics Section provided 
mapping, art, typesetting and printing support. 

Little Bluestem 
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